on many a ground, but not from the stand-point of respecting the
homogeneity of the tribal language, life and culture. The reorganization
had perhaps contributed to fragmentation of public policy formulated and
pursued by the five states in regard to tribal development, as also the
fragmentation of the tribal communities as an ethnic group within each
of the States. The emergence of Jharkhand party demanding a separate
state for the tribals represents the growing consciousness and
organization of tribal population.
That Naxalism as a problem if not as a process has been found to
be co-terminous with the territory of this tribal society cannot be lost sight
of. The tribal society was not in need of, perhaps, this new label i.e.
Naxalism. The tribals are not naxals. They have their own more
acceptable label viz., the 'tribal'.
Social  Disruption Through  Development
Tribals  at  cross-roads
Feudalism that was prevailing all over the tribal country, in its
agrarian, social and ethnocentric manifestations was 'accepted' by the
tribals with a sense of resignation because of the 'equilibrium' obtaining
under static conditions. That static condition was disturbed with the
process of change initiated through what has been called development.
Location of development projects - industrial or irrigation - and the
influx of non-tribals created a demographic imbalance as also a syndicate
of 'exploiters' - money lenders, contractors and employment seekers,
including 'casual labour' brought in by contractors, ultimately leading to
a loss of cultural identity of the tribals, accompanied by a sense of
frustration. Pre-existing feudalistic exploitation 'developed' into
collaborative exploitation.
The political processes proved inadequate and inappropriate in
responding to the emerging tribal problems in their transition from feudal
situation to bureaucratized development. The administrative processes
were more than irresponsive; devoid of commitment to the cause of tribal
development, officials, especially at the cutting-edge level, became hostile
towards the tribals. This antagonism is best illustrated by the
administrators in their reference, to the tribals as the 'sons-in- law' of the
government. The partisan disposition of the administrators in dealing
with the problems between tribals and non-tribals on the one hand, and
the inaccessibility of the officials to the tribals on the other, were reflected
by the tribals in their reference to the administrators as the 'sons-in- law'
of the government.
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